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Breen; Prof. S.D. Morgera. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of October 26, 1984, the 
Chairman advised that Mr. G. Roustan and Prof. M. Taylor should be 
added to the list of those "Absent with Regrets"; and that the date of the 
December meeting (paragraph 2, page 18), should be corrected to read "... 
December 21, 1984,..." 


With respect to the last sentence in the first paragraph on page 10, it was 
pointed out that were in fact three programmes in Applied Social Science 
and that the programme that was being deleted was the BA Major in Social 
Welfare. It was suggested and agreed that the sentence be corrected to read 
the deletion of the BA Major in Social Welfare programme ..." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED BY MS. SZABO, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 26, 
1984, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. Kenniff informed Senate that he has received a letter dated November 
15, 1984, from the Secretary of State, Walter McLean, advising that the 
Federal-Government has agreed to support the first 11 projects from the 
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priority list drawn up by the Department of Education and Quebec 
universities, and submitted in connection with the Centres of Specialization 
fund which had been set up by Mr. McLean's predecessor. The list included 
two Concordia research projects, one with respect to the Centre for the 
development and dissemination of computer software and applications for 
the building industry, and the other concerning the Centre for Research and 
Human Development. These two projects will be awarded contributions of 
up to $580,000. and $200,000. respectively. In addition, the Centre de 
recherches et informatique de Montréal, which is a joint university project 
involving Concordia, McGill, Universit6 de Montréal, and the UniN7ersit6 
du Québec A Montréal, will receive a contribution of up to $19000,000. 


With respect to a CUP article which appeared in the November 13, 1984, 
issue of The Link, under the headline "Con U says yes to raising fees", and 
which contained comments attributed to Mr. Ken Whittingham, Acting 
Director, Concordia Public Relations Department, Dr. Kenniff stated that he 
wished to go on record that this University does not support an increase in 
tuition fees for students. He further advised that Mr. Wittingham has written 
to The Link informing them that while an increase in fees may eventually be 
inevitable, the position that this Institution takes is that we do not support 
such an increase. Finally, Dr. Kenniff stated that not only do we not 
support an increase in tuition fees, but it would be counterproductive to the 
funding of this Institution if we were to go that route. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the time of the December 21, 1984, 
Senate meeting, Dr. Kenniff advised that the meeting was scheduled to 
begin at 2:00 pm. In answer to a supplementary question, he stated that 
while he was not in a position to prophesize, he assumed that given the 
sense of duty of the members of Senate, there would in fact be a quorum at 
that meeting. 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of establishing 
guidelines whereby extra busses might be provided for shuttling students 
between the two campuses in the event of a future MUCTC bus strike, Dr. 
Kenniff advised that the person to whom the question should be addressed 
is Prof. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance. He 
further stated that a similar question had been addressed to Prof. Martin 
during the "open session" of the October, 1984, meeting of the Board of 
Governors when the bus strike was in full swing; that the policy that was 
adopted by the University in the first instance was to attempt as much as 
possible with the resources that we have on contract from the company, to 
run a continuous service between the two campuses, and secondly, to 
provide for a number of exceptional stops along the way for those who 
wished to use the shuttle bus as a partial substitute to public transport; that 
the University realizes full well that this was not an entirely satisfactory 
operation but it must be recognized that it is rather difficult to attempt to 
move the number of people who are travelling on the shuttle during a strike. 
Moreover, the University's objective cannot be the provision of alternate 
public transport. He stated that one must be extremely wary, given the 
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legislative framework that governs the provision of services by others 
during the course of a strike, about what official policy this University takes 
with respect to that; that the existing law prevents one from supplying 
services in such cases, which are in fact substitute services; and that the 
University would probably face serious difficulties not only with labour 
legislation, but also with the special license that we have which allows us to 
operate that bus service, if we were to go that route in any official way. 
Finally, he reiterated that the University attempted as much as possible to 
cater to the specific needs and to eliminate some, although admittedly not all 
of the pressure, by having the shuttle busses leave as soon as they were 
filled rather than maintaining the normal 20 minute schedule, etc. 


In response to a comment concerning instances where the busses did not 
leave immediately when filled, Dr. Kenniff stated that before the matter of 
the need for extraordinary service was officially raised with the 
administration, the busses might well have been running on a more regular 
basis; however, he further advised that when the problem was brought to 
the attention of the administration, he had been given assurance that an 
effort was made to ensure that the busses were leaving more frequently. 


Responding to a concern expressed over the intended academic programme 
review in connection with the recently announced 3 million dollar budget 
cutback and a request for assurance that Senate, as the highest academic 
body in the University, would receive the report of the task force before it is 
submitted to the Board of Governors, Dr. Kenniff advised that the hope 
was that the operation being contemplated would yield certain results 
without having to call into question in a serious way existing academic 
programmes, in terms of whether or not they would be maintained; 1.e., 
what was being attempted was to undertake a preliminary exercise which 
would not only be the least painful exercise possible, but also one which 
would be the least damaging to Concordia's continuing commitment to 
maintaining our programmes and maintaining excellence in those 
programmes. He added, however, that only the work of the task force 
would be able to tell us whether that was in fact possible or not . He also 
stated that he was prepared to make the personal undertaking at this point in 
time, that if the report of the task force should lead to any recommendations 
calling into question academic programmes of a nature which should be 
considered by Senate, these would be submitted to Senate. 


It was suggested that in addition to any aspect of the report of the task force 
which might call into question specific programmes, it might perhaps also 
be advisable that any proposed measures which would in some way affect 
the staffing from a faculty point of view, of any programmes, should 
likewise come before Senate. 


In response, the Chairman stated that if the intent of the above was to elicit 
an undertaking on his part to submit the report of the task force to Senate 
regardless of what it might contain, he would have certain hesitations about 
that, particularly if the request relates to any form of staffing whatsoever to 
any academic programme, which was a rather broad-reaching statement and 
could encompass all academic support units and all administrative units in 


84-7-8 


84-7-9 


the University in a direct or indirect way. However, he stated that if there 
were academic implications vis-a-vis the specific concerns that have been 
raised, he was prepared to make the commitment that the request would be 
submitted to Senate with regard to that, emphasizing at the same time that he 
did not wish to turn the 60 member Senate into a substitute body for the 
Finance Committee of the Board of Governors. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


The Chairman advised that the Conseil des Universités has published its 
recommendation on the 5 year building plan for Quebec universities for the 
1984 to 1989 period; that the recommendations of the Conseil was to give 
the highest priority to the building plan and in particular, to the Concordia 
Library project and the Phase II, campus project for UQAM; that the 
Conseil had expressed reservations with respect to the specific financial 
formula put together by the Ministry of Education, which involved getting 
some of the money by a prélévement from the repair and maintenance 
budgets of all the universities; that the feeling of the Conseil was that the 
repair and maintenance budgets of the universities was insufficient at 
present and that taking any more money from that budget, would be a very 
serious step indeed; that the Conseil suggested that other formulae should be 
looked at. The Chairman further advised that just prior to November 15, 
1984, the Minister of Education signed the memorandum to Treasury Board 
recommending that the 5 year building plan, as submitted to the Conseil, be 
adopted by Treasury Board and the Cabinet, without any modification, i.e., 
the Minister has not taken into account the changes proposed by the Conseil; 
and that it was his hope that by the time of the December, 1984, meeting, he 
would be able to report to Senate that it has gone through the Treasury 
Board phase as well. 


In presenting a progress report on the University Writing Test, (UWT), 
which is a graduation requirement for all students entering bachelor's degree 
programmes at Concordia as of September 1983, Prof. Hill, Department of 
English, advised that through the cooperation of the offices of Learning 
Development, Admissions, the University Registrar, the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, the Dean, Division 1, Faculty of Arts and Science, and the 
Departments of English and French, the work and costs of administering the 
UWT have been kept to an amazingly low figure, and one which was far 
less than anything that Senate had been led to believe three years ago. He 
reported that 37.2% of the students passed the first test given in November, 
1983; 52.8% passed the second test held in January, 1984; 51% passed in 
March, 1984; and 60.4% passed the most recent test given in October, 
1984. He stated the this pattern of improvement has been noted across 
North America at all universities which have such a graduation requirement; 
that his personal interpretation of the improvement in the pass rate from 
37.2% in the first test to 60.4% in the most recent test, resulted from the 
fact that students who were reasonably confident of their competence in 
written expression, realized that they had to take the test before it was too 
late, took the test in October and passed it; that regardless of how the failure 
rates are interpreted, the UWT, as was intended in the original legislation, 
has served as an extremely useful instrument whereby the failing students 


know that their writing is substandard and that they have to do something to 
correct that situation; that while the performance of the candidates in the last 
session was, in his opinion, not encouraging, we could take heart in the fact 
that those students who have been wise enough to sit the UWT before their 
final year, but who fail the test, have their deficiency pointed out and can do 
something about improving their competence in written expression; that on 
the other hand, graduating students who sat the test for the first time in 
October, and have failed, have learned of their deficiency too late, which 
was not entirely their own fault; that a great deal of the blame for the failure 
rate must be shared by those professors at Concordia who either do not give 
written assignments or who do not grade them conscientiously; and that it 
could be deduced from the rather low test results, that much more attention 
must be given to the skill of writing across the entire curriculum. Returning 
to the question of cost, Prof. Hill advised that to date, the four sessions of 
the UWT have cost a total of $2,424.00 as compared to the original estimate 
which was 100 times that amount annually; that this figure included costs 
for mailing, printing, and grading, but it did not include costs associated 
with the English and French composition programmes which already 
existed before the UWT came into being. Finally, in urging more 
involvement on the part of the faculty, Prof. Hill stated that the interest 
which has been shown to date by full-time on-going faculty members in 
becoming volunteers for grading the tests, was in his opinion, nothing short 
of a disgrace and speaks ill of the University's seriousness in looking after 
the legislation which it has passed. 


Issues raised and responded to during the ensuing discussion included 
questions on the test format, a possible decline in students' competence in 
written expression between high school and university, voluntary versus 
compulsory taking of composition courses for students who have failed the 
test, the possibility of having pass/fail statistics broken down by Faculty 
and department, requiring faculty members to take the UWT, and 
comparative statistics on English and French test results. 


In response to a question concerning statistics on the UWT results, Prof. 
Hill expressed the feeling that as the person in charge of the setting and 
grading of the tests, it would be improper for him to be aware of 
background information as to programmes of study, Faculties, etc., of 
students who have written the UWT. He further advised that Senate had 
adopted legislation requiring that the only information to be forwarded to the 
Registrar's Office, vis-a-vis test results, was the names of those students 
who have passed the UWT. 


It was stated that now that we have had some experience with the UWT, we 
should begin to collect statistics on test results, particularly by Faculty, so 
that those Faculties in which problems are identified could attempt to solve 
those problems; that information should also be made available, not with 
regards to students’ names of countries of origin, but rather with respect to 
the language of instruction prior to entrance at Concordia, i.e., it was 
important to know whether a student was educated in English or a language 
other than English, before coming to Concordia; and that it was important to 


have this kind of information in order to make corrections, or allowances 
etc., for future tests. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that the above plea for some form of statistics which 
would assist us in identifying what sort of remedial measures Concordia 
might take with respect to specific client groups, whether in a Faculty, 
department, or specific problem area, was, in his opinion, an eminently 
sensible suggestion. He further explained that the UWT was instituted to 
assist students to have, when they graduate, a level of competency in 
written expression in either official language; and that given that students 
cannot graduate without satisfying this requirement, the whole purpose of 
this exercise was to enable us to identify and deal with any problems which 
might exist. 


It was argued that knowing that some information might be made available 
did not necessarily prove that we should have such information in detail; 
that it was not quite clear as to exactly how such information might be used 
productively and positively, if in fact we had it; that just to have that 
information simply for the sake of having it, was really only exhibiting 
curiosity about the situation; and that unless we were absolutely certain as to 
what we want do with that information, we should leave the matter as it is. 


In response to a concern expressed with respect to students waiting until 
their graduating year to take the UWT, Prof. Hill advised that in his opinion 
there was a definite need for some kind of remedial action to be taken by 
Senate, whereby students would be required to sit the test within their first 
30 credits. He also expressed the feeling that students needed to know, 
within the first 30 credits, what their situation was vis-a-vis competence in 
written expression, and that it was absurd that students were allowed to sit 
the test on a first time basis, at any time during their programme of studies. 


Again with respect to test result statistics it was stated that one was opposed 
to the idea of statistics because the various categories in which such data 
was collected, were always insulting to somebody; on the other hand, it 
may be useful to gather such statistics, not for general publication, but for 
the benefit of the Faculty Deans or the Vice-Rector, Academic, so that if 
indeed remedial action should be taken, it could be perceived at that level 
and proposed in that way. 


The Chairman stated that his earlier suggestion was not that such statistics 
should be publicized generally throughout the University, but rather that we 
should attempt to have some scientific way of discovering how best to go 
about assisting those students having difficulty with the graduation 
requirement. Moreover, he felt that it was almost irresponsible for the 
University not to make some attempt to identify the due causes and 
difficulties, and what could be done with respect to that during a student's 
stay at Concordia. He further stated that one suggestion has already been 
made that perhaps we ought to encourage or even require that the tests be 
taken earlier, so that problems could be identified before they become 
insoluble at the very compressed period of time immediately preceding 
graduation; and that while he did not really know what the answers were, 
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we should nonetheless try to approach the problem with an open mind, with 
a view to treating this as the remedial measure that it should be. 


It was stated that one would be reluctant to pursue the question of requiring 
students to take the UWT within the first 30 credits, without first being 
made aware of what the implications of that might be; but at the same time, 
one would be in favour of having the Steering Committee, or someone, 
look into the question of what the effect would be in demanding that 
students write the UWT within the first 30 credits, and reporting back to 
Senate. 


The Chairman suggested that more generally, the Steering Committee might 
perhaps not only look into the above mentioned question, but also into other 
suggestions, i.e., the sum total of the remarks that have been made at 
toddy's meeting and see whether there are in fact any specific proposals or 
recommendations that could be brought forward. 


It was further suggested that the Steering Committee should perhaps look 
into something else as well, which was the matter of students not being 
asked to do enough writing during their course of studies at Concordia. It 
was further stated that this was a serious matter, and although one did not 
know what remedial measures, if any, could be taken with respect to this, it 
should nonetheless be a matter of concern for Senate, which was the highest 
academic body in the University. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested that while the Steering Committee might not 
necessarily be able to handle the above mentioned concern directly, it could 
perhaps orchestrate a request to others who might be able to reflect upon the 
matter, or at least, provide some specific information. 


Finally, the Chairman stated that this was on the Agenda, not necessarily for 
the purpose of formulating specific resolutions at today's meeting, but 
rather as an informational item; and he thanked Prof. Hill, on behalf of 
Senate, for an informative report. 


Report concerning the Senate Appeals Committee on Cheating and 
Plagiarism 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the Report from the Steering 
Committee, concerning the jurisdiction of the Senate Appeals Committee on 
Cheating and Plagiarism with respect to sanctions, (document US-84-7-D]), 
and specifically to the resolutions contained on page 2 of the Report. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS CONTAINED IN THE 
REPORT FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE, (PAGE 2, 
DOCUMENT US-84-7-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that, given that there was a fair amount of cheating at 
Concordia, that most people do not take the sanctions very seriously, that 
students found guilty of cheating are only required to take an additional six 


credits at Concordia in comparison to expulsion at other Canadian 
universities, and that the procedures which were used with respect to 
charges of cheating were comparable to the legal system in the outside 
community, it was totally unreasonable in instances where students have 
been found guilty of cheating after having gone through those procedures, 
to permit another panel to reduce the sanction below the minimum allowed, 
while at the same time maintaining the guilty verdict. It was further argued 
that if the Senate Appeals Committee finds a student not guilty, the charge 
should be dismissed; that if the charge is upheld, the sanction originally 
imposed should be maintained; and that one would have to vote against any 
recommendation that would allow the Senate Appeals Committee to change 
the sanction. 


In response to the above, the Chairman explained that Steering Committee 
was recommending that the decision rendered by the Senate Appeals 
Committee to reduce the sanction in a specific case, which decision the 
appellant has already been notified of, be ratified by Senate; and that in 
addition, the Senate Appeals Committee be informed that the minimum 
sanction is in fact, 6 additional credits, and that the Committee must 
correctly apply that minimum sanction in all future cases. He further 
explained that insofar as resolution 3. was concerned, the Steering 
Committee was simply saying that if the Appeals Committee feels that there 
is a need to change the sanctions, it should be invited to submit appropriate 
proposals, with supporting rationale, which proposals could then be 
debated by Senate. 


Concerning resolution 1., it was argued that guidelines in the calendar with 
respect to sanctions were straightforward; that there was no ambiguity in 
terms of how those sanctions should be applied; that this was a situation in 
which the Senate Appeals Committee has sloppily implemented the penalty 
which should have been imposed in this specific case; that it sets a poor 
precedent for Senate to be confronted with an instance where guidelines 
have not been met and to accept after the fact, that it is alright for the 
Committee not to implement what it has been told to do; and that, 
notwithstanding the humanitarian aspects, Senate must exercise its 
responsibility with respect to this case. 


The feeling was expressed that there was an inherent anomaly in asking 
Senate in effect, to ratify a decision which is contrary to what still stands as 
Senate's opinion as to how cheating and plagiarism should be treated. It 
was also stated that if in fact Senate felt that there was some inherent 
unfairness in the regulations as they presently stand, and we were therefore 
in the midst of revising the regulations, it might be fair retroactively to deal 
leniently with the case at hand. However, it was further stated that what one 
was hearing from the discussion, was that Senate stands by its regulations, 
that the Senate Appeals Committee notwithstanding, ruled contrary to the 
regulations passed by Senate and that Senate was being asked, in a sense, to 
pat the Committee on the back for having done so. Consequently, the 
feeling was expressed that Senate should vote against the first part of the 
resolution from the Steering Committee and also that resolution 3. was 
unnecessary. 
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In response to a request for clarification on the intent of resolution 3., the 
Chairman explained that it relates to the general regulations, if in fact they 
are applicable; and that he would hope that Senators would not consider the 
possibility of allowing the Senate Appeals Committee, in specific instances, 
to recommend that a sanction other than what was in the regulations. be 
applied, i.e. , that the regulations be changed piecemeal, case by case. He 
further stated that the phrase "... to change the Sanctions provided for in the 
existing Regulations, ..." refers specifically to changing the Regulations in 
that particular part which deals with sanctions; and that with this 
understanding being suitably recorded in the minutes of the meeting, any 
need to actually play with the wording of the resolution should be 
eliminated. He also concurred with a comment to the effect that it should be 
perfectly clear that the minimum sanctions provided for in the Regulations 
be applied and that under no circumstances could the Senate Appeals 
Committee deal on an ad hoc basis with exceptions to those Regulations. 


It was argued that given the particular circumstances and the' fact that the 
decision of the Senate Appeals Committee, however improper, had already 
been notified to the appellant, justice would not be served by voting against 
the first part of the resolution; that if anyone was to be censured it should be 
the Committee and not the student; and that Senate has decided in its 
regulations that decisions of the Senate Appeals Committee would only be 
tabled for information, i.e., that it did not want to debate the details of 
particular cases and unless Senate was prepared to reverse that procedure, it 
was in no position to do other than to support the resolution from the 
Steering Committee. 


It was stated that one supported the motion on the floor, but at the same time 
it was felt that the resolution should be strengthened to ensure that in future 
the Senate Appeals Committee will not take it upon itself to give penalties 
that are not provided for in the regulations. 


It was stated that there seemed to be a divergence of opinion among 
Senators with respect to Resolutions 1. and 3., and it was suggested that for 
the sake of expediency it might be appropriate to divide the motion and vote 
on the Resolutions separately. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE, (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-84-7-Dl), BE VOTED ON 
SEPARATELY. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


In response to a question for clarification on Resolution 1., it was explained 
that there were two separate cases involved, which were handled by two 
different Senate Appeals Committees, but that the decision in each case was 
identical. 


It was argued that in approving Resolution 1., Senate would be acting in an 
unfair manner with respect to other students who have been assigned the 
minimum penalty and have been subsequently advised by the Dean that 
since the penalty imposed was the minimum sanction allowed under the 
regulations, there could be no appeal against that penalty. 


In response to a question concerning natural justice, Dr. Kenniff explained 
that there was a fundamental problem with the fact that from a strictly legal 
point of view, with respect to the regulations in the Calendar, the decision 
of the Senate Appeals Committee could be attacked on the grounds that an 
improper sanction had been imposed, and that therefore the decision was 
illegal and that no sanction in fact should be applied to the students 
involved. He further stated that the second problem was that if the Senate 
Appeals Committee did in fact apply an improper sanction, how could that 
sanction be made proper; that for the Committee, having already decided the 
case, to withdraw its decision and decide the case again, would be beyond 
its powers; and that no committee, tribunal or court, unless specifically 
empowered in law, can withdraw a decision once rendered and render it 
again. Consequently, the Steering Committee was faced with the alternative 
of asking Senate, which to some extent has a supervisory role over what the 
Senate Appeals Committee does, having created the Committee in the first 
place, to ratify for all intents and purposes the decision of the Committee, 
notwithstanding the fact that the sanction applied was not one of those 
provided for in the regulations. That is, Senate was being asked to ratify the 
decision of the Appeals Committee, given that in fact, in this case, the 
students involved have been notified of the decision and have a decision in 
front of them which, to all intents and purposes would be considered as 
proper; and that it would be highly irregular and unfair, for Senate to take a 
new decision whereby the sanction would be increased from 3 to 6 credits. 


In response to a question as to whether the above comments were in order, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that, in response to a question on natural justice, he had 
simply attempted to clarify the legal parameters and to explain Steering 
Committee's rationale for the resolution now before Senate. 


The feeling was expressed that in accordance with item 8., page 75, of the 
Calendar, which states that "The decision of the Senate Appeals Committee 
on Cheating and Plagiarism will be final.", Senate did not really have the 
authority to overrule the decision of the Senate Appeals Committee. 


In response to the above, the Chairman explained that Senate, as the 
supervisory body over the Senate Appeals Committee, would not in this 
instance be acting as a tribunal hearing the case, but rather as a legislative 
body; that it was always possible for a legislative body to ratify a decision 
rendered by a tribunal, if that decision is illegal; and that the position taken 
by the Steering Committee was that what it was proposing in its resolution, 
was, in fact a legislative act with respect to the decision of the Senate 
Appeals Committee. 


RESOLUTION I., PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-84-7-Dl, WAS VOTED ON 
AND WAS CARRIED. 
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Responding to a concern expressed over the possibility of the Senate 
Appeals Committee, in the future applying a sanction that it is not mandated 
to apply, notwithstanding Resolution 2., Dr. Kenniff advised that he was 
quite prepared to rely on the good faith of the Senate Appeals, which has 
been verbally chastized around the table today, to henceforth apply the 
sanctions provided for in the regulations. However, if it should ever turn 
out otherwise, he assumed that Senate would deal with the matter in another 
way, which would be to call into question the Senate Appeals Committee 
and its membership. 


In response to a concern expressed over the Senate Appeals Committee's 
right to tinker with the sanctions, and particularly with respect to lowering 
sanctions already imposed, it was pointed out that technically speaking, the 
Senate Appeals Committee could also, in dealing with an appeal, increase 
the sanction. 


A concern was also expressed over the fact that, given the yearly 
changeover in the membership of the Senate Appeals Committee, future 
Appeals Committees may not be aware of Senate's actions with respect to 
the cases that we have been dealing with. 


It was suggested and agreed that the Secretary of Senate ensure that all 
future Senate Appeals Committee's receive, in addition to the Regulations 
Regarding Cheating, a copy of Resolution 2. 


RESOLUTION 2., PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-84-7-Dl, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


During discussion on Resolution 3., page 2, document US-84-7-DI, it was 
suggested that the Senate Appeals Committee, as indeed all Senate 
committees, could submit proposals at any time to Senate, and therefore the 
Resolution was in fact, pointless. 


The Chairman advised that Senate need not mandate any of its committees to 
speak out, and that, therefore, nothing would be changed by Senate not 
acting on this particular Resolution. However, he explained that the Steering 
Committee felt that for pedagogical purposes, the invitation embodied in the 
Resolution, was appropriate. He further suggested that if the Resolution 
was going to result in a lengthy debate at Senate, the mover and seconder 
might consider perhaps withdrawing the invitation. 


The feeling was expressed that adopting Resolution 3., might be interpreted 
to mean that Senate was agreeing that the sanctions were too strict; and that 
Senate should not give the appearance of inviting such recommendations 
from the Senate Appeals Committee if it means that it conveys to them that 
perhaps Senate was not happy with the existing regulations. 


During continued discussion, concerns were expressed over the possibility 
of the regulations being changed in the midst of hearings on particular 
cases, or being changed piecemeal; and over the fact that the resolution was 
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being considered in association with two specific cases where the sanction 
imposed by a Dean, has been called into question. 


RESOLUTION 3., PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-84-7-Dl, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION, CONSISTING OF RESOLUTIONS 1. AND 2., 
PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-84-7-Dl, WAS CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Prof. Wills presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes in the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, (document US-84-7-D2). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY MS. LAETT, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT 
US-84-7-D2), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT 


TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, 
(DOCUMENT US-84-7-D3). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed Revisions to Academic Regulations 


Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


Prof. Wills presented the Additional Academic Regulations for the Bachelor 
of Commerce and the Bachelor of Administration, (document US-84-7-D4), 
and explained the changes which have been incorporated into the proposal 
since the last Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE PROPOSED ADDITIONAL ACADEMIC 
REGULATIONS FOR THE BACHELOR OF COMMERCE AND THE 
BACHELOR OF ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-84-7-D4), BE 
APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1985-86. 


With respect to the UCCC Report on the proposed Additional Academic 
Regulations, (document UD-84-7-D3), Dr. Cohen advised that UCCC was 
satisfied with the text of the Regulations, but the Committee was split with 
respect to the "grandfather" clause, (last paragraph, page 3, document 
US-84-7-D4). 


The Chairman suggested that in order to avoid a lengthy debate on the 
specific issue alluded to in the UCCC Report, Senate might consider the 
possibility of asking UCCC to examine the problem of "grandfather if 
clauses vis-a-vis the general statement in the Curriculum Obligations under 
section 16.2.1 of the 1984-85 Undergraduate Calendar, to the effect that a 
student is normally entitled to be subject to the same regulations during his 
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or her course of study at Concordia, and report to Senate in due course if it 
feels that there are changes which should be made. 


Dr. Cohen agreed that the above suggestion might well be an item which 
UCCC could devote some attention to. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff advised that there were various 
alternatives to the "grandfather" clause contained in the proposal now on the 
floor, including those noted on page 3 of the UCCC Report, (document 
US-84-7-D3), and a myriad of other possibilities which imaginative 
Senators could think of. He also explained that his suggestion was that 
UCCC should consider the general question of "grandfather" clauses, not in 
the context of the proposal now on the floor, but rather in the context of 
what the University regulation says about the applicability of existing 
regulations to a student's full course of programme of study at Concordia, 
and make recommendations if appropriate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Graduate Studies 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-84-7-D5, CONCERNING A CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT 
AVERAGE FOR GRADUATE PROGRAMMES, BE APPROVED. 


Dean French advised that the Board of Graduate Studies did not discuss the 
important question of the "grandfather" clause and in his opinion, if the 
motion was passed, it would have to do so. He further stated that if passed, 
the Registrar would begin to implement the proposed system on the 
Graduate record, which, in itself would take several months to do; that the 
effects of the proposed system on individual Graduate programmes were 
explained in document US-84-7-D6; that Senate has already approved the 
CGPA system for the Diploma programme in Computer Science, which did 
not necessitate consideration of a "grandfather" clause; that proposed 
modifications to the MBA programme, which will be presented to Senate in 
December, would be effected by the CGPA system and in conjunction with 
that, the "grandfather" aspect would certainly have to be addressed; and that 
all other Graduate programmes would, in effect, have to opt into the use of 
the CGPA system, and at which point the important "grandfather" aspect 
would have to be considered by the Board of Graduate Studies. 


During the ensuing debate, it was argued that there has as yet been no 
discussion on the educational virtues of a CGPA system; that while the 
CGPA was a very convenient administrative system, in the sense that a 
single number was much easier to deal with administratively than a 
multitude of grades, every time an average is taken, certain information is 
lost; that in instituting a CGPA, which by itself was a neutral thing, there 
were certain side effects which might be educationally disadvantageous; and 
that using a single measure, such as a GPA, was in effect, encouraging 
people to make distinctions and discriminations while at the same time, 
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eliminating a vast amount of information on which such distinctions and 
discriminations might perhaps better be made. 


It was argued that it would be inconsistent for Senate, already having 
adopted a GPA system at the Undergraduate level, to reject a similar 
proposal at the Graduate level. Senate was also advised that one of the main 
motives for implementing a CGPA system was to be able to identify as early 
as possible and to assist students who were having difficulties in their 
programmes. It was further pointed out that Concordia students were at a 
tremendous disadvantage with respect to scholarship funding from outside 
granting agencies, because of the fact that they did not have a CGPA on 
their transcripts; and that the same situation applies with respect to 
admission to Graduate Schools. 


It was reiterated that what was being proposed was, in effect, enabling 
legislation, in the sense that it did not apply to specific Graduate 
programmes, until such time as those programmes include reference to the 
CGPA, which would have to be ‘Jetted through BGS and Senate. 


In response to a question concerning implementation, the Registrar advised 
that conversion of the Graduate record to the new Student Information 
System was expected to be complete by next Spring, at which point the 
CGPA if approved would be placed on the students’ records; however, it 
might take from | to 2 years to complete that phase of the operation. He also 
agreed that in the interim, this information could be manually provided on 
the transcripts for students who might require it with respect to applications 
for graduate fellowships, etc. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Revision to the Composition of the Steering Committee 


With respect to the proposed revision to the Composition of the Steering 
Committee, (document US-84-7-D7), Dr. Kenniff explained that the 
resolution from the Steering Committee, was, in effect, to add a Graduate 
student representative to the membership of the Steering Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY MS. 
KEAYS, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISION TO THE COMPOSITION 
OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-84-7-D7), BE 
APPROVED. 


Issues raised and responded to during the discussion included questions 
concerning the deletion of reference to the campus designation of the 
Undergraduate student representatives on the Steering Committee; the 
method for selecting or appointing Graduate students to Senate; and the 
possibility of increasing the Graduate student representation on Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Next meeting 


84-7-19 The Chairman announced that the next meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 
Friday, December 21, 1984, in the PSBGM Conference Room. In addition, 
an attempt would be made to have something of a little more social or 
relaxed nature vis-a-vis the. meeting, as an encouragement to those 
members who might hesitate to attend it for professional or academic 
reasons. 


Adjournment 
84-7-20 The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


